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Any theory of the manner in which governmental policies get formulated and implemented, as well as the effects of those actions on the world, requires an understanding of the behavior of major types of governmental institutions (legislatures, courts, administrative agencies, chief executives), as well as the behavior of interest groups, the general public, and the media. The dominant paradigm of the policy process, the stages heuristic popularized by Jones (1970) , Anderson (1975) , and Peters (1986), has outlived its usefulness and must be replaced, in large part because it is not a causal theory. In the course of their empirical work, policy scholars have highlighted a number of phenomena that need to be incorporated into theories of the policy process. The development of such theories requires an integration bf both political scientists' knowledge of specific institutions and behavior and policy scholars' attention to policy communities, substantive policy information, etc.
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At least since World War II, most political scientists have tended to focus on either a specific type of institution (legislatures, the presidency, courts, interest groups, administrative agencies, local governments, political parties) or on specific types of political behavior outside those institutions (public opinion, voting, political socialization). These have become the standard subfields within the discipline.
In contrast, scholars interested in public policy have not been able to stay within these subfields because the policy process spans all of them. In the course of empirical work, policy scholars have highlighted a number of phenomena often neglected by political scientists without a policy focus:
a) The importance of policy communities/networks/subsystems involving actors from numerous public and private institutions and from multiple levels of government; b) The importance of substantive policy information; c) The critical role of policy elites vis-a-vis the general public; d) The desirability of longitudinal studies of a decade or more; e) Differences in political behavior across policy types. Only rarely does a specific piece of research strongly influence a major policy decision. In air pollution policy, for example, the major issues over the past decade have included the effects of command-and-control strategies versus economic incentives; whether the national air quality standard for ozone should be set at .10 ppm or .08 ppm; the consequences of using tall stacks and scrubbers as control techniques for utilities; the sources and consequences of acid rain; and the importance of inspection and maintenance programs for controlling automotive emissions (White 1981; Liroff 1986). All of these topics require greater substantive information than the general public (or most legislators) have at their disposal; they require knowledge of precisely when and where to intervene, as well as the ability and willingness to sustain that intervention over many years. It is the members of the air pollution policy community who have that knowledge and commitment and, thus, the ability to actually shape policy over an extended period.
Several decades of policy research suggest that the general public plays a more modest role in the formulation and implementation of governmental policy than in the discipline's research priorities. 
Differences in Political Behavior Across Policy Types
Of all the work in public policy over the past two decades, Lowi's (1964 Lowi's ( , 1972 argument that political behavior varies across policy typesdistributive, redistributive, regulatory-has probably had the greatest effect on the discipline of political science.1 For example, it forms a major organizing principle in several texts on both congressional and bureaucratic behavior (Ripley and Franklin 1980, 1982; Meier 1987) .
The basic argument has been criticized for ambiguities in the precise causal process by which behavioral differences are associated with policy types and for difficulties in applying the typology to particular policy decisions (Heclo 1972 cording to Kingdon, major policy reforms result when "a window of opportunity" joins the three streams: in response to a recognized problem, the policy community develops a proposal that is financially and technically feasible, and politicians find it advantageous to approve it.
The Kingdon approach has many praiseworthy features. It incorporates an enlarged view of policy communities. It gives a prominent role to substantive policy information about real world problems and the impacts of previous governmental interventions. It gets beyond the rigid institutionalism in which many political scientists confine themselves. And it acknowledges the role of serendipity in the policy process.
On the other hand, several aspects need further development. The conditions creating windows of opportunity need further analysis, and Jones (1987) has recently made some suggestions in this regard. Sabatier (1988) would contend that Kingdon views policy analysts and researchers as being too apolitical, thus neglecting the role of advocacy analysis and putting too much distance between the "policy" and the "political" streams. Finally, if the framework is to be expanded to include the entire policy process, more attention needs to be given to bureaucracies and courts in implementing those reforms, and more recognition needs to be accorded the intergovernmental dimension in both formulation and implementation.
The Advocacy Coalition Approach
Sabatier ( With respect to belief systems and public policies, the framework distinguishes "core" from "secondary" elements. Coalitions are assumed to organize around common core beliefs, such as the proper scope of governmental vs. market activity and the proper distribution of authority among levels of government. Since these core beliefs are hypothesized to be relatively stable over periods of a decade or more, so too is coalition composition. Coalitions seek to learn about how the world operates and the effects of various governmental interventions in order to realize their goals over time. Because of resistance to changing core beliefs, such policyoriented learning is usually confined to the secondary aspects of belief systems.2 Changes in the core aspects of public policies require the replacement of a dominant coalition by another, which is hypothesized to result primarily from changes external to the subsystem (i.e., from the second set of factors).
The advocacy coalition framework has been applied to a number of policy areas, primarily dealing with energy and environmental policy ( The paramount task facing policy scholars during the 1990s will be to apply these theories in a variety of empirical settings, refining and expanding those that seem promising, rejecting those that do not, and developing new ones to take their place. Everything else is secondary.
Given the contributions of other subfields to the policy process, policy scholars need to keep in touch with developments in the rest of the discipline. For example, recent work by Sinclair (1989) The development and testing of better theories of the policy process will be accelerated if publication outlets specifically devoted to this task can be developed. Westview Press has recently decided to start a book series on this topic.
Ultimately, however, a new scholarly journal will be needed. Political science journals cannot perform this task because the discipline's concerns are not focused on the policy process and historically have been preoccupied with public opinion and voting studies (Walker 1972; Palumbo 1989 ). The existing set of policy journals is also inadequate, either because of a different focus or because most are so poorly regarded by political scientists that policy scholars in political science departments are reluctant to publish in them.3 An obvious solution is for the recently reorganized Policy Studies Section of the APSA to develop a journal devoted to publishing theoretical and empirical work of the highest scholarly quality on the policy process. It should deal with factors affecting governmental policy decisions, the intended and unintended impacts of those decisions on society, and the manner in which both decisions and social impacts affect public opinion and elite behavior. The journal should be oriented to academics rather than to practitioners, both to fill the void left by the present set of policy journals and to attract work from scholars in prestigious political science departments. Without such a journal, many Another important feature of the 1990s is likely to be an expansion of the literature on policy design. Design involves the conscious attempt to alter governmental policies in order to achieve one or more objectives. It assumes that pushing specific "levers" will have certain effects, which, in turn, requires knowledge of how bureaucracies, courts, legislators, interest groups, etc. will react (Schneider and Ingram, 1990) . The design approach is probably most compatible with the institutional rational choice perspective of Ostrom, although Sabatier's advocacy coalition approach also focuses on the efforts of coalitions to alter institutional rules in order to achieve their objectives.
The policy process is complicated. It can only be understood if political scientists and policy scholars are willing to work together to develop and to test theories of the policy process. 
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